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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 1-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mizuno (US 6047083). 

With respect to claim 1 , Mizuno discloses a method for inspecting defects of a product 
having a plurality of product units (see Abstract) that comprises: 

obtaining an image of product units (see figure 1, product 5 is imaged, col. 3, 
lines 57-62); 
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detecting regions of image having an appearance which differs from an expected 
appearance (see figure 3, numerical 11); 

calculating feature amounts for the detected regions, classifying the detected 
regions into groups of defect candidates each having similar appearances (see figure 7, 
and figure 3 numerical 12); 

forming an aggregate of the feature amounts of the detected regions (see figure 
7 the defects are aggregated by the number of defects in the regions col. 7, lines 34- 
36); 

determining each product unit attributes for the detected regions by connparing 
the feature amounts of the detected regions belonging to each group of defect 
candidates with a distribution of the aggregated of the feature amounts for the group of 
defect candidates, (see figure 7, and col. 7, lines 30-45, the densities of the defects on 
the wafer). 

However, he fails to explicitly disclose the attributes including a broad classification of 
the detected regions based on whether the detected regions belonging to each group 
are genuine defects, as claimed. But, Mizuno in col. 7, lines 45-65 determined a degree 
of criticalness in order to find a killer defect regions, this statement does make an 
ordinary skilled in the art at the time of invention of use the suggestion to make this 
method and find the genuine defects from the candidate defects as claimed in the claim. 
With respect to claim 2, he further discloses the expected appearance is an appearance 
of an ideal pattern for the product, (see figure 3, numerical 11, compare image with 
reference image) as claimed. 
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With respect to claim 3, he fails to explicitly disclose expected appearance is an 
appearance of a reference pattern which is determined by comparing the appearances 
of different product units of the product, as claimed. But, it is well known in the field of 
inspection to find or to update a reference pattern in order to compare the test Images to 
get a better yield. Therefore, it will be obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the 
time of invention to use the well-known feature to get the better yield in the inspection 
process. 

With respect to claim 4, he further discloses the feature amounts of each detected 
region comprise defect elliptical approximation size, (see col. 5, lines 8-10) as claimed. 
With respect to claim 5, he fails to explicitly disclose defects candidates in a group are 
not genuine candidates if the number of product units having the defect candidates at 
corresponding identical locations or adjacent locations in the group is larger than a 
preset value. But, it is a design choice to use a threshold values in order to find a group 
of defects or single defect being a genuine defect or not a genuine defect by comparing 
that defect with the threshold and assigning the candidate defect as a genuine defect if 
the defect is more or less [as preset] from the threshold: Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time of invention to simply use the 
experiments in order to find a threshold and preset that in order to find if the defect is 
genuine or not. 

With respect to claim 6, he further discloses determining attributes for the detected 
regions comprises performing a sub-classification of the genuine defects identified in 
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the broad classification into different types of genuine defects, (see figure 7, defects are 
sub-classified as the size of the defects) as claimed. 

Claims 7-9 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth for the claim 1 , as claims 7-9 
are claiming similar subject matter as claimed in claim 1 . 

With respect to claim 10, he further discloses identifying genuine defects from the defect 
candidates comprises determining the criteria corresponding to the groups by using 
information on feature amounts of the defect candidates belonging to the separate 
groups, (see figure 7, the table sets up the criteria as the size of the defect and then 
finally gives the density of the defect in order to gets the killer defect) as claimed. 
With respect to claim 1 1 , he further discloses forming an aggregate of the feature 
amounts of the defect candidates in the plurality of sample regions in the sample, for 
each of the groups of defect candidates; and comparing the feature amounts of the 
defect candidates belonging to each group with a distribution of the aggregate of the 
feature amounts for the group of defect candidates, (see the table in figure 7, the 
number of defects are aggregated per the size of the defects and then they are 
calculated in order to find the density of the defects to get to the killer defects) as 
claimed. 

Claim 12 is rejected for the same reasons as set forth for the claim 4, as claim 12 is 
claiming similar subject matter as claimed in claim 4. 

With respect to claim 13, he further discloses classifying the genuine defects into 
different types of genuine defects, (see table 7, the defects are further classified in to 
the defects depending upon the size of the defects genuine defects) as claimed. 
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With respect to claim 14, he further discloses displaying the genuine defects and defect 
candidates, (see figure 1, A, numerical 9 the display). 

With respect to claim 15, he further discloses revising the criteria used to identify 
genuine defects from the defect candidates; and then identifying, for each of the divided 
groups, genuine defects from the defect candidates by using the revised criteria, (see 
table in figure 7, there are different criteria as seen by the table i.e. the sizes of the 
different defects). 

Claim 16 is rejected for the same reasons as set forth for the claim 14, as claim 16 is 
claiming similar subject matter as claimed in claim 14. 

Claims 17-20, and 21-29 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejections 
of the claims 7-16, because claims 17-20 and 21-29 are claiming similar subject matter 
as claimed in clainns 7-16. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Vikkram Bali whose telephone number is 571 .272.7415. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 7:00 AM - 3:30 PM. • 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Bella can be reached on 571 .272.7778. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. /l/l j 



Vikkram/Bali /u 
Prinriary/Examin(§r 
Art Unit 2624/// 




vb 

January 17, 2007 



